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NOTICE OF RIGHT OF APPEAL TO COURT_

YOU [rAY FILE AN APPEAL FROM THIS DECISION lN ACCORDANCE WTH THE LAWS OF ltilARYLAND. THE APPEAL ltilAYBE TAKEN lN PERSON

OR THROUGH AN ATTORNEY IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF BALTIIT4ORE CITY, IF YOU RESIDE IN BALTII\,'IORE CITY, OR THE CIRCUIT COURT OF

THE COUNTY IN MARYLANO IN WHICIi YOU RESIDE,

THE PERIOD FOR FILING AN APPEAL EXPIRES Aprll 12, 19 91
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PROCEDURAL NOTE

These cases were consolidated for the purposes
hearing, due to t.he similarity of issues and facts.

EVAIUATI ON OF EVIDENCE

of thi s

The Board of Appeals has considered alI of the evidence
presented, including the testimony offered aL the hearings.
The Board has also considered aII of the documentary ewidence
introduced in this case, as well as the Department of Economic
and Employment Development's documents in the appeal file.

FIND]NGS OF FACT

The claimants are employed by the Allegany county Board of
Education as substitute custodians and cleaners. The claimants
would filt in for regular custodians when they were sick or on
vacation- Their last day of work, prior to the summer of 1990,
was ,fune 6, 1990. They were, however, avaifable and subject to
be called to hrork all summer long. At least three full-time
custodians worked during the summer of 1990. Some substitute
custodians were called in to help clear asbestos at one of the
schools. The cfaimants themselves had worked durlng past
summers.

The claimants signed letters of intent to continue as
substltute c I eaner/ custodians for the ' 90-'91 school year.
without these leEters, their names would hawe been removed
from the substitute list.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

The Board of Appeals concfudes that the claimanEs are not
disqualified under Section 4 (f) (4) of the 1aw- The Board need
not reach Ehe issue of reasonable assurance because the
claimants' period of unemploy,rnent had no relatj-onship to the
period between two successiwe academic years. They lvere and
are substitute custodians who work sporadically, but on a year
round basis. They were on call L2 months, including the
summer- Al-though they did not work during the summer of 1990,
as oEher custodians did, these cfaimants worked during other
summers. Therefore, a disqualification under Section a(f) (a)
is not appropriate. See, Ritchie v. Alleqanv countv Board of
Education, 205-BR-85.



DECIS]ON

The claimants were not unemployed for a period between two
successive academic years or terms, within the meaning of
Section 4(f) (4) of the 1aw- No disqualification is imposed
based upon the claimants' separation from emplol,ment with
Allegany County Board of Education-
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